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ellen RobiniO"
nirPr:tor • Whole_ale Mar~.1S

April Ib, 1998

W. Mark Pelefson
President - Westenl Region
0,400 'nlalld Empi~Boulevard
Sui~ 201
OI1wio, CA 91764

Dear Mark;

GTE Nmrotll Sllrvica

CASOOCM
OneG~P1_

ThoI.:&arod Olll:s CA 9'1:362
805 m.a845

,1hN /' I0;;; ~ /

nus lmer is iUlI:spome to your ~WICOlXh'dalQC d~March 2O,I99S. Each of the iSSWlS
you de3cribed an: addJcssed ~low .

Provisioning

On April 3. 1998 Gn.~~ve$met with Jobn Boersma and you to review a lI:Vised
process fot provisiOlliDg. Lmy WsllXlll. Dlteetor· Service FalfillmeM, explained the
VlY1D pnxalurc. wma. Wert: impl_ltld 1""1 week. :Gesinnins Monday• .t\pd.1 13,
VIVID begilll conflODing ordets, idelltify jeopardy and reporting on achieved cornmitmeDU
- jeopardy and dne d8le$ missed due to GTE or MGC actions. VIVID will report
Joopullics to t.... NOMe for NOMe rescheduling of the jeopardy. A report will be:
relcased daily and will be Iilodi/icd as indastIy standmls are <kvell1}lCd. GTE will <;rmfinn
r",,,ub b.-sod on~ VIVlD~~w repom. & La:ry ""plained, the VIVID eenler is all

internal work group which Is responsible for coordiDmDg the provisiOllin~ pnx:e.Js. They
are Dot inlen<kd to be a customer COlllaCt point; your cstablhhcd contact_ will ~main the
same. Additionally, all DAC·FAC a.:tiVity will be Iwnd1ed ~y QIU Ontuio office. This
work group Will have~ ttainiDg D~sary to efficiently process UJI.'E ardess As~
Mec will continue to provide GTE :L Iilit of order., including the due dillt wheD possible.
(0 cnslUe we are capturillg all order ldivity.

Malt Heit7maD. MlID38er - NOMe. proVided the stalll& on issuC$ rclllO:! to NOMe OIder
processing. Tbe NOMe representatives were also tnincd on VIVID proceduI:Q last week.
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Mr. MllJX Pl;lCnlOll
April 16, 1993
Page 2

TO

TIIt:Ii" ....jJb will "n'we a .ubstantiaJ impt1)vement in our plUyi.i0Din5 ro.u1l11; .. foUow up
meeting will be held iD May 10 teview tesults for April.

OTE'. Due 0= PoliC)'

.Resole:

GTE "'ill provide the RIIlt due dat=; for my and all ,"ale ScMCllS otdmd by a a..EC
with ~...nIoa... date that .. G'TE retail end user n:cei~ in II givGn !!""ppbic.:d aIea for
like and companlble services. TIwe due dates do DOl apply to any Unbundled NetlO'Ork
E1ewent (m.-:m service.

GTE will provide a 3 day standard iotaval fur all CI.EC unbundled loo~ providing
POTS for conv=v;ions wh«e a field vi.5it is 1l9t ~ui:rod. Sl/U1donl inte.l'Vals quoted will be
"DUed on busineis days from application dille to completion dale. tINE loops providing
adVanced~, i.e. OS I. ISDN. etc. will receive due dates equal to like and similar
special >ClY'''''' provickd to GTE end ...~.

UNE Loop Installarion Intel'Vab . F~1d Visit:

GTE will \1S6 the dne daIJ: provided by Due Da1e Manager wb¢ll l"ailable fOt all UNE
POTS loope Mt behind pGir ~D d6vioes. IfDue 0218 Manaser is not availgble in .. givt:D

area., a default at .. 5 business day iIlterVal will be used.

GTE will provide" 5 d:ly SlSncbrd mll>rVlI1 for UNE POTS loop. served from a plliI gain
d",ice where fllcilltlcs are available. Whetc elli.ling physical or lUlivetSalloop carrier
does not exist. GTE will nolify CUlC within 4l! ltours of~pt of the order. The U&:
may opl to use the BfR prOC%SS, a monthly recurring clwgc. or cancel the order.

Th" UN!> loop behind pair sain proc~ is en"lo.ed fOt your "",jew.
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MI. Mul< ~rs.:>n

April 16, 199&
Page :3

GTE has declined to dilclose to MGC tile location of pair gain facilities within the utwort
because this infonnanon is not available on a glohal besis. The iafonnation beoomcs
aYailable on a cireWl by circulI basis oo1y wbm~ l.SR i5 =ejved in the NOMe.

The NOMe suvice Jqmsemative vaIi.dales ,..l1ether 1M paniC\lla: UM: loop RlqUeslCd is
served bel1ind a pal! g1in. This da!a is available on a CSR for California Ill;CQWIIS ooIy and
is Identified 8li a "07()()IJ3: qs DCOl:SYS2:CXR" record on the CSR. However. some
training may be required to wdcnllllld dle infonnation provided OD the CSR-

GTE bas invcstii:lIltd MGC's requesllO p-ovide data on a global 'oa$is. The data is DOt

available. lDvestigatiQrl has revealed that the 50= of the dala is available in MARK bUI
would mlWn:PtO~ lll.odificaliOlls to rwieVll on a global basis. GTE~ S3 10 55
lhOllsllId doUlII$ to dQ an 0nkIr Of Magnitllde (OOM) to dellmnine total costs 10 provide
data MGC i. requesting. 1! MGC is ince:re.sted in paying for GIl OOM review, GTB will
ronsidcr IN: review.

GTE is IDvestigating the po.<sibility of providing SAG database infonnation to Mac.

1

IDsgjm b 'cry' Mel M··p

Tbis process is supet$eded by the implementation of VIVID procedures.

NOIl-RccurriDg Charces

The adaption of Ihe AT&T~ by MOC is all inclusive. While GTE C3II not
=&Olia!C pieces of !be: l\&ICtJa:nt.~ will ddermine the legal and regulaloIy flcxibility
relative to =gotiWg a now CO<ItraCt.

We an: rommiued to pmviding quality .ervice to our CUSlOmen and oppttciste your
willinglleS8 to work with "' to achic~ mal toal. If you wish Illy clarifieatioD ofme
infot!llalion provided.p~ COIltllCt me al (6~) 372·8845.

Ellen Robinson

~.K:lan

Bnclosure



TO

UNE Loops Su fed From a GTE Pair Gain Localiuu (R.:muh:),
March 4, 1998

GTE will use the following process far provisiollillg of UNE Loops bebind a paiT g>1m
Ucility:

1. GTE will first use aU available, spere pbysical or pair gain facilities to proyjsiOllllDY
CI.Ft': 111qIl6r. for a t1N'F. 10"l'.

2. Upon c~5t of all available spares, GTE will notify CUiC of the lack of f.-;ililies,
using the Jeop8X11y Repon.

3. Cl.EC may choose to cancel the pendinl order or issue a bonafide requeat (BFR) to
GTE to constrUct pair gain facilities to complete the provisioning of the UNE loop. In both
eases, CLEC must notify the NoMe of !heir intent by the use of a SuppletllClltall.SR.

4. Cl..EC will provide a BFR. to their Aa:oont Mma:cr. After =c.iptofthe BFR. the
GTE Account Manager wfil llfOVide 10 CLEe I price quote and due date for ilIstaIlation of
a 0-4 challoel bank or similar pair gBin for UNE loops. The price quote will be provided
with.ill 30 days at receipt of a V21id m:R.

~. CLEC may choose to acco=pe or rei«'! the BPR propos.aI. If rejected, the ptDdiog service
order(s) for UNE loops for !hal panicular slll'Vini loarioo will be C.Illcdcd.

6. If CLEC chooses to lICI:eptlbt BFR proposal. GTE will co~lnIct the pair &lIill and
notify CLEC or the new ONE Loop Eervice order due date by the WI" uC the I""Pwy
process. The CLEe D-4 channel baDk or pair pin will be dedicaIed 10 the a.EC for its
own Uie. GTE will keep as5iEJI~nt control and will OW'll. maintain and repair the i)..4

~faQlity.

7. When the avallal>le pair gain facilities tor the dedk:aIed CU:C poUr gain "'" cA1l,w,su:tl
GTE will follow the above dc&cribed proc.cdu~ to notify CLEC.

As an a1Iemative to the BFR process. whele the c:LEC would pay for an entire chAnnel
bllllk, lIIld it would then bel dediClOIN Cut u",ir ...... on i. wi1li.1& Iv off.., the option ~ a
Monthly RealIJ1Il& Charge (MRC) for UNE loo!", behind pair gaini.

A beucfit of the MRC option to the a.£C would be that the time frame to process Ii BFR
would be oJiIninBlllli There would be no dedicated baIlk:; for the CI.EC. therefOR, in
ll\ltIly in.llInl;es. facilities wuuld be lIvlli1l1blc.... GTE ""uuldlllvwlvl p;W' llaW fill amI ~~
beet efforts to install pair gain in advance of anticip3led servioc orden. Tn some cases.
there mlOY be delaY'S in proYisiOlling due to tile tilllt frmlt n=ded to order and inatall pair
galll. similar to GTE rerail end user.; who order special services provided lhru the pair gam.
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AJ' additional benefit to the CWC WOI>ld be the fle~l>ility lhol tile MRC procedure
would lIIJow the Q.EC. The CUiC could add and sublr.lct UNE loops by pair gain
lOC3Jion without having to invest dollars up front prior to ordering the loops.

The MRC charge for UNE loops will vuy by slm. This charge varies from 2r'OUnd 59.00
to 516.00. Tb~ <:barge will be addc:d by the NOMe 10 every UNE loop OCI'Ycd behind pair
gain. if !he CLEC chooses to lISe this process in lieu of the BFR process. Tbc CLEC will
be notified on the Local Service Confil'matiOIl (LSC) Qf !he Mite until such time IS the
CU!C has the capability 10 identif)l end~ served by pair ~ain locations during~
preorder process. The MRC 011 tbe LSC wiJl allow the CLEC 10 accept or cancel the
~"vi... ocdcr prior to provisioniD,.

GTE is offering the Cu.c the option of either I) the BfR process to pay for installatioo of
dcdicalcd pair gains to SC{Ve tbc UNE loops, or 2) the use of an MRC for all loops behin<! a
pair Sain. GTE is not willing to offer this option based~ location. This option is
CLECs;-i1k

Should the CLEC choose~MRC IlCQCleSS, GTE wowd need a few weeks to itnpkrneut
W: C<lmplctc pro<:e<!\l(e.
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• Federal Communications Commission

Before the
Federal Communications Commission

Washington, D.C. 20554

FCC 99-48

In the Matters of )
)

Deployment of Wireline Services Offering )
Advanced Telecommunications Capability )

)

CC Docket No. 98-147

FIRST REPORT AND ORDER AND
FURTHER NOTICE OF PROPOSED RULEMAKING

By the Commission: Commissioner Furchtgott-Roth dissenting in part and issuing a statement;
Commissioner Powell concurring in part and issuing a statement; Commissioner Tristani issuing a
separate statement.•
Adopted: March 18, 1999

Comment Date:
Reply Comment Date:

June 15, 1999
July 15, 1999

Released: March 31, 1999
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•

construct their own connecting transmission facilities.7
! We sought comment on any additional

steps we might take so that competitive LECs are able to establish cross-connects to the
equipment of other collocated competitive LECs.

33. We no\V .revise our rules to require incumbent LECs to permit collocating carriers·"
to construct their own Cross-connect facilities between collocated equipment located on the
incumbent's premises. No incumbent LECs objected specifically to permitting competitive LECs
to provision their own cross-connect facilities. Although we previously did not require incumbent
LECs to permit collocating carriers to construct their own cross-connect facilities, we did not
prevent incumbent LECs from doing SO.72 Several competitive LECs raise the issue of delay and
cost associated with incumbent LEC provision of cross-connect facilities, which are often as
simple as a transmission facility running from one collocation rack to an adjacent rack.73 We see
no reason for the incumbent LEC to refuse to permit the collocating carriers to cross-connect
their equipment, subject only to the same reasonable safety requirements that the incumbentLEC
imposes on its own equipment74 Even where competitive LEC equipment is collocated in the
same room as the incumbent's equipment, we require the incumbent to permit the new entrant to
construct its own cross-connect facilities, using either copper or optical facilities, subject only to
the same reasonable safety requirements the incumbent places on its own similar facilities.75

Moreover, we agree with Intermedia that incumbent LECs may not require competitors to
purchase any equipment or cross-connect capabilities solely from the incumbent itself at tariffed
rates. 76

34. Equipment Safety Requirements. In the Advanced Services Order and NPRM, we
tentatively concluded that incumbent LECs may require that all equipment that a new entrant
places on its premises meet safety requirements to avoid endangering other equipment and the
incumbent LECs' networks.77 Certain performance and reliability requirements, however, may not

71 [d.

47 C.F.R. § 51.323(h)(I).

73 See e.spire Comments at 25-26; ICG Comments at 16-20; Intermedia Comments at 27-28; Texas PUC
Comments at 8; Allegiance Comments at 4.

See infra para. 36.

7S

76

See Level 3 Comments at 12.

See Intermedia Comments at 38.

77 Advanced Services Order and NPRM at para. 134. Incumbent LECs generally require that equipment
collocated at their premises complies with Bellcore's Network Equipment and Building Specifications (NEBS).
These specifications, which tend to increase the cost ofequipment, include both safety requirements (NEBS Level
I), such as fire prevention specifications, and performance requirements (NEBS Levels 2 and 3).

20
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•

be necessary to protect LEC equipment.78 Such requirements may increase costs unnecessarily,
which would lessen the ability of new entrants to serve certain markets and thereby harm
competition. We tentatively concluded that, to the extent that incumbent LECs use equipment
that does not satisfY the Bellcore Network Equipment and Building Specifications (NEBS)
requirements, competitive LECs should be able to collocate the same or equivalent equipment.
We further tentatively concluded that incumbent LECs should be required to list all approved
equipment and all equipment they use.79

35. We conclude that, subject to the limitations described herein, an incumbent LEC
may impose safety standards that must be met by the equipment to be collocated in its central
office. First, we agree with commenters that NEBS Levell safetyrequirements are generally
sufficient to protect competitive and incumbent LEC equipment from harm.80 NEBS safety
requirements, originally developed by the Bell Operating Companies' own research arm, are
generally used by incumbent LECs for their own central office equipment, so we conclude that
NEBS adequately address the safety concerns raised by incumbent LECs when competitors
introduce their own equipment into incumbent LEC central offices."1 We reject SBC's argument
that equipment safety and performance standards should vary from location to location and that
no general rules of applicability should be imposed. 82 While we agree that equipment safety
standards are important to protect incumbent LEC central offices, we also believe that as a matter
of federal policy, there should be a common set of safety principles that carriers should meet,
regardless of where they operate. We agree with those commenters that contend that NEBS
requirements that address reliability of equipment, rather than safety, should not be used as
grounds to deny collocation of competitive LEC equipment. 83 Thus, an incumbent LEC may not

78 ld. at para. 135.

79 In the Advanced Services Order and NPRM, we suggested that equipment reliability standards may be
better left to the mutual agreement of the competitive LEC, its customers, and its equipment providers. By
requiring competitive LECs to satisi)! NEBS performance requirements, on top of NEBS safety requirements,
competitive LECs may be compelled to engage in unnecessary, costly, and lengthy testing which could delay
competitive LECs' ability to provide advanced services. Advanced Services Order and NPRM at para. 135 n.253.
See e.spire Comments at 28 (allowing incumbent LECs to impose NEBS performance requirements imposes
"unreasonable, costly and burdensome" requirements on competitive LECs).

so See MCI Worldcom Comments at 62 (competitive LEes "must be given a level ofcertainty with respect to
acceptable equipment"); Sprint Comments at 13; AT&T Comments at 78.

83 See Covad Comments at 25; AT&T Comments at 78; Sprint Comments at 13; Allegiance Comments at 4;
DATA Reply at 22; Intermedia Comments at 37.•

81

82

See Advanced Services Order and NPRM at para. 134.

See SBC Comments at 18-19.

21
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refuse to permit collocation of equipment on the grounds that it does not meet NEBS
performance, rather than safety, requirements.84

FCC 99-48

36. Second, we conclude that, although an incumbent LEC may require competitive
LEC equipment to satisfy NEBS safety standards, the incumbent may not impose safety
requirements that are more stringent than the safety requirements it imposes on its own equipment
that it locates in its premises.85 Because incumbent LECs generally have been setting their own
rules for the safety standards that collocating carriers must adhere to, we need to adopt measures
that reduce incentives for discriminatory action. We agree with conunenters' suggestion that an
incumbent LEC that denies collocation of a competitor's equipment, citing safety standards, must
provide to the competitive LEC within five business days a list of all equipment that the
incumbent LEC locates within the premises in question, together with an affidavit attesting that all
of that equipment meets or exceeds the safety standard that the incumbent LEC contends the
competitor's equipment fails to meet.86 We [md that absent such a requirement, incumbent LECs
may otherwise unreasonably delay the ability of competitors to collocate equipment in a timely
manner. For example, without this requirement, incumbents could unfairly exclude competitors'
equipment for failing to meet safety standards that the incumbent's own equipment does not
satisfy, or may unreasonably refuse to specify the exact safety requirements that competitors'
equipment must satisfy.

• d. Alternative Collocation Arrangements

(1) Background

37. In the Advanced Services Order and NPRM, we made several tentative
conclusions and sought conunent on issues raised by ALTS in its petition contending that the
practices and policies that incumbent LECs employed in offering physical collocation impeded
competition by imposing substantial costs and delays on competing carriers for space and
construction of collocation cages.87 Based on the record submitted in this proceeding, we now
adopt several of our tentative conclusions related to the provisioning of collocation space in
incumbent LEC premises.

38. In the Advanced Services Order and NPRM, we tentatively concluded that we
should require incumbent LECs to offer collocation arrangements to new entrants that minimize

84 See supra n.79 and accompanying text.

•
85 See Covad Comments at 24·25; Qwest Comments at 55; AT&T Comments at 78; DATA Reply at 22;

lllinois c.c. Comments at 9·10; Sprint Comments at 13; KMC Comments at 15.

86 See Covad Comments at 25 (only with such a procedure in place "will [competitive] LECs be able to know
if they are receiving discriminatory treatment"); AT&T Comments at 78; Sprint Comments at 13.

87 Advanced Services Order and NPRM at paras. 136-44. See AT&T Comments at 79.
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